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Abstract
Expository passages containing either main point inconsistencies, detail
inconsistencies, or no inconsistencies were presented sentence by sentence
to 90 college students. Subjects read through the passages at their own
pace and were encouraged to reread previous sections of text whenever they
wished. As expected, subjects spent more time on sentences containing
information that conflicted with information presented elsewhere, and they
looked back more often at inconsistent sentences. These modifications in
processing indicate that the subjects monitored their comprehension as they
were reading, actively evaluating whether the ideas expressed in the text
were consistent with one another. Several postreading measures provided
additional support for this conclusion. The relationship between reading
behavior and subsequent identification of the inconsistencies was also
examined. Large individual differences were found both in processing
strategies and in confusion detection.
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Effects of Inconsistent Information on Text Processing:
Evidence for Comprehension Monitoring
The continuing surge of interest in the cognitive processes involved
in comprehension has given rise to a new domain of inquiry: the role of
metacognition in comprehension (Baker, 1979c; Baker & Brown, in press;
Brown, 1980; Flavell, in press; Markman, in press). Metacognition refers
to one's knowledge and control of his own cognitive processes (Flavell,
1978). The metacognitive activities involved in comprehension include
keeping track of the success with which one's comprehension is proceeding
and ensuring that the process continues smoothly by taking remedial action
if comprehension falters.
It has long been argued that these monitoring activities are crucial
to effective reading (Dewey, 1910; Huey, 1908/1968; Thorndike, 1917), and
many recent theories of comprehension incorporate monitoring components into
their models (e.g., Collins, Brown, & Larkin, 1980; Goodman, 1976; Just &
Carpenter, 1980; Ruddell, 1976; Rumelhart, 1980). We now have ample
evidence that beginning and less able readers appear to be deficient at
evaluating their understanding of text (Baker & Brown, in press; Di Vesta,
Hayward, & Orlando, 1979; Garner, 1980; Markman, 1979; Winograd & Johnston,
1980; Forrest & Waller, Note 1; Paris & Myers, Note 2), but there have
been few empirical tests of the crucial assumption that mature readers do
monitor their comprehension effectively. Baker (1979a) conducted a pre-
liminary study to ascertain whether this assumption is warranted. The
study employed a "disruption" paradigm (Markman, 1977; Miller & Isakson,
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1978), wherein confusing elements are deliberately introduced into a text
and failures to notice the disruptions are taken as evidence of ineffective
comprehension monitoring.
College students were presented with six expository passages, each
containing either an inappropriate logical connective, an ambiguous referent,
or an inconsistent fact. They were instructed to read the passages carefully
in preparation for subsequent "discussion" questions without being told
that disruptions were present. After reading, the subjects answered ques-
tions requiring recall of the deficient sections of text. The purpose of
the recall task was to reveal whether subjects modified the disruptions
in some way to render them more sensible. Next, subjects were informed
that the paragraphs did, indeed, contain confusing sections and were asked
to identify them, rereading the paragraphs if necessary. The subjects were
also asked to comment retrospectively on how they had reacted to the con-
fusions when they were first encountered and how the confusions had affected
their understanding of the passage.
Across all subjects and passages, only 38% of the confusions were
correctly identified. Though this figure suggests that subjects were poor
at monitoring their comprehension, the recall protocols and retrospective
reports revealed otherwise. The subjects had a wide repertoire of strategies
available for dealing with the confusing sections of the text. (See Baker,
1979b, for a detailed discussion of these strategies.) For example, they
made inferences that resolved the confusions, they reread the passage or
looked ahead in search of clarification, they decided the confusions were
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too trivial to attempt to resolve, or they assigned an interpretation to
the text that differed from the intended meaning. In short, most students
apparently did evaluate and regulate their understanding, even if they did
not perceive the intended disruptions as such.
One limitation of the Baker (1979a) study is that it relies on data
obtained after reading to make inferences about events occurring during
reading (Ryan, in press; Simons, 1971). The evidence for ongoing compre-
hension monitoring would be more compelling if we found on-line modifica-
tions in text processing due to the presence of a disruption. The present
study was designed in an effort to provide such evidence.
Passages were presented on a computer terminal, sentence by sentence,
under the individual reader's control. Subjects advanced to subsequent
sentences at their own pace and were encouraged to look back at previous
sentences whenever they wished. The computer automatically recorded the
amount of time each sentence was exposed and the pattern of movement
through the text. Each subject read three experimental passages, one with
an inconsistent main idea, one with an inconsistent detail, and one with no
inconsistency. It was expected that subjects would spend more time reading
a particular sentence when it contained information inconsistent with the
passage than when it was consistent. It was also expected that subjects
would look back more often at the inconsistent sentences in an effort to
resolve or verify the problem. After reading each passage, subjects were
asked to answer several multiple choice questions in order to reveal how
the inconsistent information had been interpreted. Finally, confusion
detection was assessed directly by asking subjects to indicate which
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sentence, if any, contained an inconsistency and to report whether they
noticed the problem during their initial reading of the passage.
Prior to reading, half of the subjects were informed that inconsistent
information would be present and that they would be asked to identify the
inconsistencies later. Alerting the subjects in this way should put them
in an editorial processing mode, thereby increasing the amount of time
spent on the passages and increasing the likelihood of noticing the incon-
sistencies during reading.
A secondary goal of the present study was to attempt to develop a
profile of the successful comprehension monitor. Although our subject
population is comprised of individuals who read at or near college level,
there are undoubtedly large individual differences in their reading pro-
ficiency. Therefore, we expect that some students will be more sensitive
to the inconsistencies than others. The questionof interest is whether
there are specific processing activities characteristic of subjects who
subsequently report the inconsistencies that are not characteristic of
the nondetecting subjects.
Method
Materials
The materials consisted of four three-paragraph passages that dealt
with topics in world history. The passages, written by the experimenters,
were based on Cliff's Course Outline in World Civilization (Leon, 1970).
Each of the three paragraphs in a passage focused on a separate aspect of
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the main topic. For example, in a passage about the Moslem civilization,
the first paragraph dealt with the social structure, the second with the
economy, and the third with the culture. One of the four passages served
as a warm-up passage and always appeared in its original form. The middle
paragraph of each of the remaining passages was modified to contain incon-
sistencies involving the main idea of the paragraph and a detail. Only
one of these inconsistencies appeared in a given passage at one time.
The inconsistencies were created by replacing a single noun or adjective
with a word that conveyed an opposite or incompatible meaning.
All passages were similar in length and each paragraph contained five
sentences. Since the middle paragraph was of primary concern in the experi-
ment, its structure was more carefully controlled across passages. The first
and fourth sentences of the paragraph contained the main point and detail
inconsistencies, respectively. Both of these sentences were 10 words in
length and contained 19-21 syllables. The inconsistent words that appeared
in the modified versions of the paragraphs were similar in number of letters
and syllables to their consistent counterparts. The remaining three sentences
contained 14-15 words each and had comparable numbers of syllables across
passages.
In addition, the organizational structure of the middle paragraph was
the same across passages. The opening sentence introduced the main topic
of the paragraph, and the four subsequent sentences each provided a support-
ing point. Thus, in the main point inconsistency condition, the first
sentence of the paragraph conflicted with all other sentences. The detail
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inconsistency was embedded within a supporting point and was not in itself
related to the topic sentence. It was always based on information contained
in the immediately preceding sentence.
Insert Table I about here.
One of the paragraphs used in the experiment is presented in Table I
in its consistent version with the words that were substituted in the
inconsistent versions indicated in parentheses. The main idea inconsistency
appears in the first sentence, where the economy is said to be characterized
by poverty. But subsequent sentences describe positive aspects of the
economy: control of the trade routes, successful industries, flourishing
agriculture. The detail-level inconsistency is in the fourth sentence,
where it is stated that the textile industry was government owned. But
the previous sentence said that all of the industries were privately owned
and operated. In order to notice either of these inconsistencies, a reader
would need to integrate information across sentences. However, the state-
ment of the main idea conflicted with virtually all of the other sentences
in the paragraph, while the detail statement conflicted with only one.
Six multiple-choice questions were constructed for each passage, two
based on each paragraph. Each question asked a subject to select an appro-
priate paraphrase of a segment of the text. The questions on the first
and third paragraphs were included to prevent subjects from focusing exclus-
ively on the middle paragraph and will not be considered further. One of
the questions on the middle paragraph involved the main idea and the other
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involved the detail. Each question had four alternatives, one of which
was a paraphrase of the consistent version of the statement and another
of the inconsistent (see Table I for examples). In addition, the option
"cannot be answered on the basis of the paragraph" was provided for sub-
jects who noticed the inconsistency and were unable or unwilling to
resolve it.
Design
The experimental design consisted of three within-subjects factors
and one between-subjects factor. The within-subjects factors were passage
(Inca, Moslem, and Byzantine), type of inconsistency (main point, detail,
and none), and order in which a particular passage was read (first,
second, or third). The between-subjects factor was whether or not
subjects were alerted before reading that the passages contained in-
consistencies. A Latin Square design was used for counterbalancing the
three within-subjects factors. This design, described in Winer (1971,
pp. 739-745), uses all 27 treatment combinations of a full 33 factorial,
but each subject provides only three observations. Thus, each subject
read each passage, but the order in which the passage was presented,
and the type of disruption it contained, depended on to which of the
nine presentation groups the subject was assigned.
Subjects in the experiment were 90 undergraduates enrolled in an
educational psychology course at the University of Illinois. The majority
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of the students were sophomores and juniors. It was found after the
experiment was conducted that the data sets for three subjects (from
different cells) had been lost. Since it was no longer possible to run
additional subjects, and because the analysis of variance outlined by
Winer requires equal cell size, the missing data were replaced by cell
means.
Procedure
The entire experiment was controlled by the PLATO computer system.
Subjects were run in several large groups in a classroom containing
30 PLATO terminals, each with an alpha-numeric keyboard and a plasma
display screen. An assistant was present during each session to instruct
subjects how to sign onto the computer and to answer questions. As
subjects signed on, they were automatically assigned to one of the 18
cells in the design according to a predetermined plan.
All instructions for the experiment were presented via computer.
The instructions were displayed sentence by sentence, one paragraph to
a "page" of screen. Each sentence appeared underneath the immediately
preceding one so that, in effect, subjects read down the screen. The
rationale of having the display position of sentences move down the screen
was to provide a spatial cue for each sentence's position in the paragraph,
thereby making it easier for subjects to re-expose a particular sentence.
As each new sentence was presented, the previous one was erased. Sub-
jects were instructed to initiate presentation of each sentence by pressing
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a key labeled "NEXT." They were told they could look back at the pre-
ceding sentence by pressing a key labeled "BACK." They could reread
the entire paragraph by pressing a key labeled "LAB," which took them
directly back to the top of the screen and was more convenient than
repeatedly pressing the BACK key. It was recommended that, in order
to facilitate movement through the text, subjects use the three middle
fingers of their right hand to press the NEXT, BACK, and LAB keys,
respectively. The computer program provided subjects with ample
opportunity to familiarize themselves with the various control keys
and to practice moving through the text as they read the instructions.
Further instructions informed subjects that they would be reading
passages dealing with topics in world history and that they should
read them carefully in preparation for subsequent questions on their
content. No mention was made of the fact that the amount of time spent
on each sentence would be recorded. Half of the subjects received the
following additional instructions:
Some of the paragraphs that you will be reading contain in-
consistent information, where ideas expressed in one sentence
conflict with ideas expressed in one or more other sentences.
Carefully evaluate the information in each paragraph for in-
consistencies. Make a mental note of any conflicts or contra-
dictions you detect. You will get questions about them later.
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When subjects finished reading the instructions, they went on with
the experiment at their own pace. The passages were presented in the
same format as the instructions, one sentence at a time, one paragraph
to a page. Subjects could reread each paragraph as often as they
wished, but once they pressed the NEXT key to go on to the next para-
graph, they could not return to a previous one. The warm-up passage
was presented first, followed by the three experimental passages.
After reading each passage, subjects answered the six multiple-choice
questions by pressing the appropriately numbered key. The computer
recorded the responses and the amount of time taken to respond.
When subjects had completed the reading and question-answering
tasks, they were given instructions for the detection task. They were
informed that inconsistencies had been present in some of the passages
(for half of the subjects, this was actually a reminder) and that they
would now be asked to identify them. They were shown the middle
paragraph from each of the four passages, with the sentences numbered
1-5. iSubjects were asked to indicate the number of the sentence they
thought contained the inconsistency and to select "6" if they thought
the paragraph did not contain an inconsistency. If subjects indicated
that a confusion had been present, they were automatically branched
to two additional questions: (a) Did the confusion involve a main
idea or a detail? and (b) Did you notice the inconsistency during the
initial reading of the passage? Upon completion of the detection task,
a brief explanation of the purpose of the experiment was provided.
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Results
This section of the paper is divided into three sections. The
first section reports the data obtained from the two processing measures,
exposure times and number of re-exposures of target sentences. The
second section examines the responses and response times to the questions
based on the main idea and detail target sentences. The final section
describes the detection data and includes a brief report of a study
carried out to validate the detection measure used in the present
experiment. Consideration of the relationships among the dependent
measures will be postponed until the Discussion section.
In order to eliminate redundancy, we will first make several general
comments which pertain to all analyses. First, the order in which a
particular passage was presented was entered into each analysis as a
factor. Although one passage was presented as a warm-up passage, one
might still expect to find changes in performance as subjects warmed up
still further to the task and became more accustomed to moving around
through the text, responding to comprehension questions, and searching
for inconsistencies. Many of the analyses did, in fact, reveal a
reliable effect of order which was undoubtedly due to such practice
effects. However, the main effect of interest, type of inconsistency,
was counterbalanced across order, and interactions involving order were
either not reliable or were uninterpretable. To simplify exposition of
the results, we will not report the order effects in the text. The
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interested reader may consult Appendix A for a listing of all significant
order effects and Appendix B for a discussion of the order effects and
a listing of the cell means which show main effects of order and inter-
actions of order with type of inconsistency.
Second, the passages which served as the experimental materials were
entered into the analyses as fixed effects. Though we attempted to make
the passages comparable on structural, thematic, and organizational
factors, they did of necessity differ in specific content and, there-
fore, perhaps in familiarity and comprehensibility. Hence, it would
not be surprising if the passages differed in the salience of their
inconsistencies or in the difficulty of questions based on them. Several
analyses showed reliable effects due to passage, but these effects will
not be considered in the text for the same reasons mentioned in the
preceding paragraph. (See Appendix A for a listing of reliable passage
effects.)
Third, because instructing subjects to be on the alert for incon-
sistencies did not affect performance on any of the dependent measures,
the analyses have been collapsed over the instruction factor. Preliminary
analyses revealed that alerted subjects did not spend more time reading
the passage or look back at critical sentences more often than unalerted
subjects, nor were they more likely to notice the inconsistencies during
reading. One possible reason for this lack of an effect of instructions
is that the demand characteristics of the task were such that all subjects
processed the text carefully in preparation for the test questions.
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All data analyses follow Winer's Plan 11 analysis of variance for
Latin Squares (1971, pp. 739-745) with order, passage, and type of
disruption as within-subjects factors. Note that level of idea (main
point vs. detail) does not appear as a factor in the design. Since
these ideas involved qualitatively different kinds of information and
appeared in different serial positions, we would not know to which of
these differences an effect was attributable. Therefore, for each de-
pendent measure, two separate analyses were carried out, one for the
main idea and another for the detail. The question of primary interest
is whether the type of inconsistency present in a passage (main point,
detail, none) affected performance. For the main idea, the critical
comparison was between the inconsistent main point condition and the two
consistent main point conditions. For the detail, the comparison was
between the inconsistent detail condition and the two consistent detail
conditions.
When a reliable main effect of type of inconsistency was obtained,
Fisher's lsd procedure was used to determine the locus of the effect.
Unless otherwise noted, the two consistent conditions were always reli-
ably different from the inconsistent condition and were not reliably
different from one another. The rejection region for all statistical
tests was p < .05.
Processing Measures
Exposure times. The computer automatically recorded the amount of
time each sentence was exposed on the screen. Exposure time is not
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necessarily synonymous with reading time, but it provides an indication
of the amount of time spent reading, studying, or thinking about the
sentence. Exposure times were obtained for every sentence in every
passage, but the data of concern involve only the middle paragraph of
the three experimental passages. There are a number of possible ways
to analyze these data, but the dependent measure we adopted was the total
amount of time a subject spent on the second and fourth sentences.
The reason for focusing on the fourth sentence is obvious: It contains
the word that is inconsistent with information provided in the third
sentence. The reason for focusing on the second sentence may be less
apparent because the first sentence actually contained the inconsistent
information. However, there is no reason to expect differences in
reading time until subjects read beyond the manipulated sentence and
encounter conflicting information. An analysis of time spent on the
first sentence supported this assumption. The reason for analyzing
total exposure time is that pilot work revealed it to be a more appro-
priate measure than time on first exposure, given that individual
subjects varied greatly in their approach to the task. Some read
through the paragraph very rapidly, then went back to the beginning
to read each sentence more slowly. Others spent a great deal of time
on each sentence on their first and only exposure to it. Pilot work
also indicated that time on the entire paragraph was not an appropriate
measure because excessive variance was contributed by the other sentences
in the paragraph.
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Insert Table 2 about here.
The mean total exposure times on the main point and detail target
sentences (sentences 2 and 4) are presented on the left side of Table 2,
where it can be seen that our expectation of longer exposure times on
inconsistent sentences was upheld. Analysis of variance of the main
point exposure times yielded a reliable effect of type of inconsistency,
such that subjects reading passages containing a main point inconsistency
spent more time on the second sentence than subjects reading the passages
containing either a detail inconsistency or none, F(2,162) = 31.91.
The exposure time analysis for the detail target statement also revealed
a reliable effect of inconsistency type, such that subjects encountering
a detail inconsistency spent more time on the target sentence than did
subjects not encountering a detail inconsistency, F(2,162) = 25.78. In
addition, application of Fisher's Isd procedure indicated that subjects
who encountered a main point inconsistency also spent more time on the
detail statement than subjects reading normal versions of the passages,
suggesting that the main point inconsistency led to slower reading of
the entire paragraph. Though one may argue that the differences on
the detail target sentence arose because the inconsistent word was
somehow more difficult than the consistent word it replaced, this
argument is untenable for the main point results. The difference due
to a main point inconsistency appeared on subsequent sentences which
were identical for all subjects.
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Re-exposures of target sentences. The second on-line dependent
measure was the number of times subjects initiated additional exposures
of the target sentence after their first exposure to it. The question
of interest is whether subjects were more likely to go back to the
target sentence when it contained an inconsistency than when it did not.
The right side of Table 2 shows the mean number of re-exposures of the
main point and detail target sentences. The main point analysis
yielded a reliable effect of type of inconsistency, F(2,162) = 6.07.
Sentences involving inconsistent main points were re-exposed signifi-
cantly more often than sentences involving consistent main points. The
analysis for detail sentences failed to reveal a statistically reliable
difference due to type of inconsistency, despite a trend in the expected
direction, F(2,162) = 2.33, = .10.
The analysis of re-exposures provides further evidence that subjects
noticed the inconsistencies during reading, but it does not reveal what
processing strategies were used. Were subjects more likely to reread
the entire paragraph when they encountered an inconsistency or did
they reread the previous sentence immediately after reading the incon-
sistent sentence? An effective monitoring strategy for subjects who
noticed a problem would be to go back to the preceding sentence to
verify that something was inconsistent.
In order to determine whether this strategy was used, the subjects'
data records were examined for the following patterns of sentence exposure:
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1,2,1 and 3,4,3. The number of subjects engaging in this strategy was
low, but there were clear differences due to inconsistency condition.
Upon exposure to a main point inconsistency, 31% of the subjects reread
the initial sentence immediately after reading the second. In contrast,
if the main point was consistent, only 7.5% of the subjects used this
pattern of inspection. Similarly, 16% of the subjects encountering an
inconsistent detail looked back at the preceding sentence, while only
6% of the subjects did so for a consistent detail. The apparent
difference in the number of subjects who looked back at main point and
detail inconsistencies is provocative, though it may well be an effect
due to serial position in the paragraph.
Responses to Questions Based on Main Ideas and Details
Subjects' responses to the two multiple-choice questions of interest
from each passage were categorized as belonging to one of four different
response classes: (a) consistent--the alternative selected was compatible
with the consistent version of the main idea or detail; (b) inconsistent--
the alternative selected was compatible with the inconsistent version of
the main idea or detail; (c) "can't answer"--the alternative selected
stated that the question could not be answered on the basis of the
paragraph; and (d) other--the alternative selected was one of the two
distractor items. The proportion of responses falling into each of
these categories for the main point and detail questions is presented
in Table 3 as a function of the type of inconsistency present in the passage.
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Insert Table 3 about here.
Analyses of the data summarized in line 1 of Table 3 revealed that
"consistent" responses were less likely when the questions were based
on inconsistent ideas than when they were based on consistent ideas
(F(2,162) = 61.03 for main point questions; F(2,162) = 45.41 for detail
questions). Such an outcome is hardly surprising, for a "consistent"
response to a question based on inconsistent information would only
occur if subjects had adopted the consistent interpretation, either by
resolving the inconsistency or drawing an inference based on other
information in the passage. Though about one-third of the subjects
apparently did so, a comparable proportion of the responses fell into
the "inconsistent" category. A subject might select the inconsistent
alternative for either of two reasons: (a) he did not notice that
the target statement conflicted with other information in the paragraph;
or (b) he noticed the inconsistency, but, in compliance with the per-
ceived task demands, he responded with the alternative that was compatible
with the information he had read. Table 3 also shows that the "can't
answer" option was selected somewhat more often when an inconsistency
was present, but the difference in frequency was not reliable. This
option was intended to provide the means for subjects to indicate they
were aware of an inconsistency, but the wording may have been too vague
for subjects to realize its intended use.
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The variability in the responses to the questions based on incon-
sistent information suggests that comprehension of the material was
disrupted. More compelling evidence, however, is provided by the
response time data which are summarized in line 5 of Table 3. Analyses
of variance were carried out on the amount of time required to answer
the main point and detail questions, regardless of which response was
selected. Subjects consistently required more time to answer both types
of questions when they were based on inconsistent rather than consistent
information, F(2,162) = 10.55 and F(2,162) = 3.76 for main point and
detail questions, respectively.
Inconsistency Identification
In the last part of the experiment, subjects were provided with the
middle paragraph of each passage and were asked to indicate which sentence,
if any, contained an inconsistency. Responses were scored as correct
identifications as follows: main point inconsistency, line I; detail
inconsistency, line 4; no inconsistency, line 6. Across all subjects
and passages, approximately two-thirds of the line numbers were correct.
As shown in Table 4, the proportion of identifications was similar across
inconsistency conditions, and an analysis of variance confirmed that the
differences were not statistically reliable (F < 1).
Insert Table 4 about here.
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Validation study. Because the computer was not programmed to allow
subjects to explain the nature of the inconsistency they detected, it
is possible that some subjects who failed to give the appropriate line
number actually did detect the inconsistency. It is also possible that
some subjects who provided the appropriate line number did not pick up
the inconsistency we intended to convey. In order to validate this
measure of confusion detection, a second study was carried out.
In this study, 36 University of Maryland Baltimore County under-
graduates were provided with the middle paragraph of each passage, typed
on separate sheets of paper. The order of presentation was counter-
balanced using the same Latin Square design described earlier. The
subjects were informed that some of the paragraphs contained a fact
that was inconsistent with other facts in the paragraph and that the
inconsistency could involve either a main idea or a detail. The subjects
were first asked to circle the line number of the sentence they thought
contained an inconsistency, circling line 6 if no inconsistency was
present. They were then asked to underline the word or phrase that
was most inconsistent and to explain what it was about the sentence
that made it inconsistent.
The proportion of correct identifications was first calculated only
on the basis of the line numbers given. These data appear in line 2
of Table 4, where it can be seen that the detection rates for the main
point and detail inconsistencies are similar to those of the main
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experiment. However, subjects were much less likely to indicate that
no inconsistencies were present in the consistent passages. The reason
for this discrepancy is not clear; perhaps the demand characteristics
of the task, in which written explanations were required, induced
subjects to read more carefully and to use more stringent criteria
for evaluating consistency. (Remember, too, that a different popula-
tion of students was sampled.)
The verbal explanations were then examined for evidence that the
intented inconsistencies had been identified. The detection rates
based on these explanations, shown in line 3 of Table 4, are similar
to those based on the line numbers. Of most importance is that, with
only four exceptions, there was a perfect correspondence between the
line number the subject indicated as containing the inconsistency and
the verbal explanation. Therefore, we may conclude that the data from
the original experiment do provide a sensitive index of inconsistency
detection.
Self-reports of detection during reading. Returning now to a con-
sideration of the original experiment, if a subject reported that an
inconsistency was present, the computer program automatically branched
to an additional question asking whether the inconsistency was noticed
during the initial reading of the passage. Of those subjects who pro-
vided the correct line numbers for the main point inconsistency, 64%
reported noticing it during reading. Similarly, of those subjects who
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identified the line containing the detail inconsistency, 63% reported
noticing it during reading. Though self-reports are often suspect,
the fact that reading times and re-exposures of target sentences were
affected by the presence of an inconsistency lends credence to the
subjects' claims. More direct evidence of a relationship between these
self-reports and processing behavior is provided by those subjects
who adopted the strategy of immediately re-exposing the sentence involved
in setting up the inconsistency (i.e., sentences I or 3). Of those sub-
jects who used this inspection pattern and detected the main point
inconsistency, 94% reported noticing the inconsistency during reading.
Similarly, 92% of the detecting subjects who went back to the sentence
preceding the detail inconsistency reported noticing the problem during
reading.
The fact that the main point and detail inconsistencies were apparently
equally salient to subjects during reading was somewhat surprising. How-
ever, a plausible explanation comes from responses to a second question
asked of subjects who reported an inconsistency: Does the confusion
involve a main idea or a detail? Considering only those subjects who
provided the correct line numbers, 91% correctly identified the main
idea inconsistencies as such, but 41% also classified the detail in-
consistencies as main ideas. This suggests that subjects may have devoted
equal attention to the main idea and detail statements because they
considered them of equal importance. Another possibility is that by
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virtue of the demand characteristics of the task, all information was
processed to the same extent.
Discussion
The primary purpose of the present experiment was to obtain on-line
evidence of comprehension monitoring during reading. To this end, the
experiment was successful. Students spent more time on sentences con-
taining inconsistencies, and they looked back at them more often than
at consistent sentences. These modifications in processing provide
compelling evidence that mature readers evaluate and regulate the success
of their ongoing efforts to comprehend. The data also are consistent
with current models of reading which view comprehension as an active
constructive process (e.g., Just & Carpenter, 1980; Rumelhart, 1980).
Recent empirical tests of such models have provided additional on-line
evidence of changes in reading behavior. For example, readers return
to previously read information and make regressive eye movements when
they encounter pronouns whose referents are unclear (Carpenter & Just,
1977; Garrod & Sanford, 1977), and they require more time to read
paragraphs which violate conventional organizational structure (Greeno &
Noreen, 1974; Kieras, 1978).
The available evidence suggests that the construction of meaning
typically proceeds smoothly and relatively automatically, but if a
difficulty is experienced, the reader slows down and allocates extra
attention to the problem area (Brown, 1980). The reader may deploy
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debugging strategies such as making inferences, rereading, or jumping
ahead in search of clarification. One of the strategies used for
debugging purposes in the present experiment was the immediate re-
exposure strategy discussed previously. After evaluating their under-
standing and finding it inadequate, subjects attempted to remediate the
problem by checking to see if they had correctly understood the previous
sentence. We must not conclude, however, that subjects who did not use
this strategy were deficient in monitoring their comprehension. Rather,
these subjects may still have had the propositions from the previous
sentence stored in working memory (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978), and so
they checked memory instead of the text itself. An interesting empirical
question emerges from the recent demonstration by Daneman and Carpenter
(1980) that better readers have a larger working memory capacity than
poorer readers. Perhaps it is only the less able readers who, upon
encountering information that seems inconsistent, must physically
reinstate the previous sentence for verification.
The fact that the majority of subjects were sensitive to inconsistent
information suggests that they evaluated their understanding by testing
whether the ideas expressed in the text were consistent with one another
(Baker, 1979b). This internal consistency standard seems to be applied
spontaneously given that instructions to evaluate the text for consistency
did not differentially affect performance. There is also evidence that
students use internal consistency at the expense of other appropriate
evaluation criteria. For example, Baker (1979a) found that when
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inappropriate logical connectives were introduced into expository passages,
subjects did not identify them as confusions, but reported that the ideas
expressed in the two clauses were inconsistent with one another.
While it may be true that evaluating text for consistency is the
default standard for readers who are monitoring their comprehension,
what of the students in the present study who did not identify the
intended inconsistencies? Though we have argued that failure to report
an inconsistency is not necessarily evidence of failure to monitor compre-
hension, the fact that one third of the college students in our sample
failed to report the inconsistencies is troublesome. One could invoke
Grice's (1975) cooperative principle to explain why students did not
notice the disruptions during reading: They expected the writer to state
only what was true, relevant, and unambiguous. However, we cannot
explain the subsequent failures to provide the correct line numbers
in terms of a violation of this contractual agreement between writers
and readers because the students were explicitly informed that the
"contract" had been violated.
Two alternative explanations are possible. Perhaps the nondetecting
students were able to construct a consistent interpretation of the text,
fitting the inconsistent information into what seemed to them a plausible
schema (Collins et al., 1980; Rumelhart, 1980). But can we say that they
actually comprehended the text? This seems instead to be a comprehension
failure arising from misunderstanding; the reader feels satisfied with his
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interpretation of the text, but it is not the one the author intended to
convey.
Another possible reason why students did not report the intended
inconsistencies is that they relied on a standard of external consistency;
that is, they evaluated the information with respect to their prior
knowledge. Support for this explanation is provided both in Baker (1979a)
and in the validation study reported here. Many subjects who did not
report the intended inconsistency did in fact report that specific infor-
mation within the passage was inconsistent with what they believed to
be true. For example, in the sample passage shown in Table 1, a number
of subjects noted that Moslem society did not include serfs and poor
peasants. This tendency to report conflicts with prior knowledge was
particularly pronounced when the passages did not contain experimenter-
introduced confusions. (Recall that only 29% of the subjects in the
validation study correctly indicated that no inconsistencies were
present.) This suggests that the first standard many students applied
when evaluating the passages was one of internal consistency; if no
internal inconsistency was found, they proceeded to test for external
consistency. The nature of the criteria students apply when evaluating
their comprehension warrants further investigation, especially in view
of the evidence that there is a developmental shift from overreliance
on external standards to effective use of internal standards (Markman,
1979; Osherson & Markman, 1975).
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A secondary purpose of this study was to develop a profile of the
successful comprehension monitor. We hoped to identify individuals who
exhibited consistency in their processing of different passages and who
successfully identified all inconsistencies. However, we found that
only 16% of the subjects spent more time reading the inconsistent versions
of both the main point and detail target sentences relative to the amount
of time they spent on consistent target sentences. Efforts to identify
consistent users of the immediate lookback strategy were also unsuccessful;
only three subjects reread the sentences preceding the main point and
detail targets when, and only when, the targets were inconsistent. Even
with respect to confusion detection, only 25% of the subjects provided
the correct line numbers for all three types of inconsistencies. In
short, our attempt to characterize good comprehension monitoring in
terms of individual consistency did not succeed.
Similarly, we were unable to discern systematic relationships be-
tween confusion identification and reading behavior. For example, sub-
jects who spent more time on the inconsistent target sentences during
reading were no more likely to provide the correct line numbers than
those who did not. All we can say is that subjects who spent more time
on the inconsistent sentences and provided the correct line numbers
were more likely to report noticing the confusion during reading rather
than after. (For the main point inconsistency, this was true for 23
of 30 subjects; for the detail inconsistency, 19 of 22.) Thus, in-
creases in reading time reflect awareness of inconsistencies, but the
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converse is not true; the absence of longer reading times does not indi-
cate that subjects failed to notice the disruptions.
These results are analogous to Rothkopf and Billington's (1979)
observation that, despite large individual differences in processing
strategies during reading, subjects attained the same goals. The impli-
cation is that attempting to specify characteristics of the successful
comprehension monitor is the wrong approach; there is no single most
effective processing style. Readers have a wide variety of monitoring
activities available to them, and these can be used with flexibility
and effectiveness.
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Footnote
The wording of this option was deliberately vague to avoid cluing
subjects that inconsistencies were present. The wording, however, may
have been too vague, since few subjects selected this option (see Table 3).
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Table 1
Sample Paragraph and Questions
The early Moslem society is best characterized by great affluence
(povertya). The Moslems controlled the trade routes and had extensive
trade throughout the known world. They also had many highly successful
industries, all of which were privately owned and operated. The textile
industry was especially wealthy due to independent (government b ) owner-
ship. Agriculture flourished, with a great variety of commodities
produced by serfs and poor peasants.
Main Point Question
Early Moslem economy was
1. very poor.
2. highly successful.
3. stricken with bad management.
4. at the mercy of the sea winds.
5. cannot be answered on the basis
of the paragraph.
The
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
Detail Question
textile industry was owned by
the public sector.
the private sector.
the church.
the caliph.
Cannot be answered on the
basis of the paragraph.
aMain point inconsistency
Detail inconsistency
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Table 2
Mean Total Exposure Times (sec)
and Number of Re-exposures of Target Sentences
Exposure Time (sec) Number of Re-exposures
Type
Inconsistency Main Point Detail Main Point Detail
Sentence Sentence Sentence Sentence
Main Point 10.66 7.80 .90 .58
Detail 6.80 9.21 .51 .74
None 7.39 6.26 .57 .58
Processing Inconsistencies
38
Table 3
Proportion of Responses in Each Category
and Response Times on Target Questions
Question
Main Point Detail
Type of Inconsistency Type of Inconsistency
Main Point Detail None Main Point Detail None
Response Category
Consistent .32 .80 .86 .79 .33 .82
Inconsistent .41 .01 .01 .07 .44 .08
"Can't answer" .16 .07 .10 .12 .18 .10
Other .11 .12 .04 .03 .03 .00
Response Time (sec)17.03 12.38 12.62 13.10 16.54 13.19
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Table 4
Proportion of Correct Identifications of Inconsistencies
Type of Inconsistency
Main Point Detail None
Main Experiment .66 .62 .68
Validation Study
Line Numbers .74 .61 .27
Explanations .79 .59
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Appendix A
Summary of Significant Statistical Tests
Involving Order and Passage Effects
Reading Times
Main Point Sentences
Order: F(2,162) = 7.24
Passage: F(2,162) = 5.79
Detail Sentences
Order: F(2,162). = 32.30
Passage: F(2,162) = 6.73
Order X Passage: F(2,162) = 3.39
Order X Type of Inconsistency: F(2,162). = 4.07
Passage X Type of Inconsistency: F(2,162) = 12.95
Order X Passage X Type of Inconsistency: F(2,162) = 14.49
Number of Re-exposures
Detail Sentences
Order: F(2,162) = 6.73
Order X Passage X Type of Inconsistency: F(2,162) = 3.05
Proportion of Consistent Responses on Target Questions
Main Point Questions
Passage: F(2,162) = 19.17
Order X Type of Inconsistency: F(2,162) = 4.30
Detail Questions
Passage: F(2,162) = 19.64
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Response Times on Target Questions
Main Point Questions
Order: F(2,162) = 4.68
Passage: F(2,162) = 8.28
Detail Questions
Passage: F.(2,162) = 5.38
Identification of Inconsistencies
Order: F(2,162) = 5.17
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Appendix B
Interpretations and Means of Order Effects
The purpose of this appendix is to support our claim that effects of
order are essentially a result of greater familiarity with the computer
equipment and task demands. As can be seen in Tables I through 4 below,
subjects spent more time on target sentences in initial passages than in
later passages, and they re-exposed the detail target sentences more often;
they answered the comprehension questions more slowly at first; and the
probability of identifying inconsistencies was lower.
There were two reliable interactions of order with type of
inconsistency, and the cell means are shown in Tables 5 and 6 below. The
detail exposure time interaction (Table 5) shows decreasing times with
increasing order when inconsistencies were present but equally short exposure
times across order when no disruptions were present. The main point question
interaction (Table 6) is uninterpretable. The two triple interactions (not
shown) are likewise uninterpretable.
Table 1
Exposure Times (sec) on Target Sentences
First Second Third
Main Point Target 9.37 7.43 8.07
Detail Target 9.56 7.41 6.30
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Table 2
Number of Re-Exposures of Detail Target
First Second
.78 .67
Table 3
Response Times (sec) on Main Point Question
First Second
15.78 13.97
Third
.46
Th i rd
12.29
Table 4
Proportion of Correct Inconsistency Identifications
First Second Third
.63 .54 .78
Main Point
Detail
None
Table 5
Exposure Times on Detail Targets as a
Function of Order and Type of Inconsistency
First Second
10.80 7.00
11.40 9.23
6.47 6.00
Third
5.60
7.00
6.30
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Table 6
Proportion of "Consistent" Responses on Main Point Questions
as a Function of Order and Type of Inconsistency
First Second Third
Main Point .33 .33 .27
Detail .80 .67 .90
None .77 .93 .87
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF READING
READING EDUCATION REPORTS
Adams, M. J., Anderson, R. C., & Durkin, D. Beginning Reading: Theory and
Practice (No. 3), November 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 151 722, 15p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Adams, M., & Bruce, B. Background Knowledge and Reading Comprehension
(No. 13), January 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 181 431, 48p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., & Freebody, P. Vocabulary Knowledge and Reading (No. 11),
August 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 177 470, 52p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H. Another Look at the Self-Questioning Study Technicque
(No. 6), September 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 163 441, 19p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H., Armbruster, B. B., & Kantor, R. N. How Clearly Written
are Children's Textbooks? Or, Of Bladderworts and Alfa (includes a
response by M. Kane, Senior Editor, Ginn and Company) (No. 16), August
1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 192 275, 63p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R. Sex Differences in Reading Achievement (No. 2), October 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 146 567, 30p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Baker, L. Do I Understand or Do I not Understand: That is the Question
(No. 10), July 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 174 948, 27p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Bruce, B. What Makes a Good Story? (No. 5), June 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 158 222, 16p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Collins, A., & Haviland, S. E. Children's Reading Problems (No. 8), June
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 172 188, 19p.,
PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Durkin, D. Comprehension Instruction--Where are You? (No. 1), October
1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 146 566, 14p.,
PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Durkin, D. What is the Value of the New Interest in Reading Comprehension?
(No. 19), November 1980.
Jenkins, J. R., & Pany, D. Teaching Reading Comprehension in the Middle
Grades (No. 4), January 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 151 756, 36p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Joag-dev, C., & Steffensen, M. S. Studies of the Bicultural Reader:
Implications for Teachers and Librarians (No. 12), January 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 430, 28p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Pearson, P. D., & Kamil, M. L. Basic Processes and Instructional Practices
in Teaching Reading (No. 7), December 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 165 118, 29p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Rubin, A. Making Stories, Making Sense (includes a response by T. Raphael
and J. LaZansky) (No. 14), January 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 181 432, 42p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Schallert, D. L., & Kleiman, G. M. Some Reasons Why Teachers are Easier to
Understand than Textbooks (No. 9), June 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 172 189, 17p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Steinberg, C., & Bruce, B. Higher-Level Features in Children's Stories:
Rhetorical Structure and Conflict (No. 18), October 1980.
Tierney, R. J., & LaZansky, J. The Rights and Responsibilities of Readers
and Writers: A Contractual Agreement (includes responses by
R. N. Kantor and B. B. Armbruster) (No. 15), January 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 447, 32p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Tierney, R. J., Mosenthal, J., & Kantor, R. N. Some Classroom Applications
of Text Analysis: Toward Improving Text Selection and Use (No. 17),
August 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 192 251, 4 3p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF READING
TECHNICAL REPORTS
Adams, M. J. Failures to Comprehend and Levels of Processing in Reading
(No. 37), April 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 145 410, 51p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Adams, M. J. Models of Word Recognition (No. 107), October 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 163 431, 93p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Adams, M. J. What Good is Orthographic Redundancy? (No. 192), December
1980.
Adams, M. J., & Collins, A. A Schema-Theoretic View of Reading
Comprehension (No. 32), April 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 142 971, 49p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Alessi, S. M., Anderson, T. H., & Biddle, W. B. Hardware and Software
Considerations in Computer Based Course Management (No. 4), November
1975. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 928, 21p.,
PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Alessi, S. M., Anderson, T. H., & Goetz, E. T. An Investigation of
Lookbacks During Studying (No. 140), September 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 177 494, 40p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C. Schema-Directed Processes in Language Comp rehension
(No. 50), July 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 142 977, 33p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., & Freebody, P. Vocabulary Knowledge (No. 136), August
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 177 480, 71p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Goetz, E. T., Pichert, J. W., & Halff, H. M. Two Faces of
the Conceptual Peg Hypothesis (No. 6), January 1976. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 930, 29p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., & Pichert, J. W. Recall of Previously Unrecallable
Information Following a Shift in Perspective (No. 41), April 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 142 974, 37p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Pichert, J. W. , Goetz, E. T. , Schallert, D. L.,
Stevens, K. C., & Trollip, S. R. Instantiation of General Terms
(No. 10), March 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 933, 30p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Pichert, J. W., & Shirey, L. L. Effects of the Readers
Schema at Different Points in Time (No. 119), April 1979. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 169 523, 36p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Reynolds, R. E., Schallert, D. L., & Goetz, E. T.
Frameworks for Comprehending Discourse (No. 12), July 1976. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 935, 33p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Spiro, R. J., & Anderson, M. C. Schemata as Scaffolding
for the Representation of Information in Connected Discourse (No. 24),
March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 236, 18p.,
PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Anderson, R. C., Stevens, K. C., Shifrin, Z., & Osborn, J. Instantiation
of Word Meanings in Children (No. 46), May 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 142 976, 22p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H. Study Skills and Learning Strategies (No. 104), September
1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 161 000, 41p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H., & Armbruster, B. B. Studying (No. 155), January 1980.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 427, 48p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H., Standiford, S. N., & Alessi, S. M. Computer Assisted
Problem Solving in an Introductory Statistics Course (No. 56), August
1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 146 563, 26p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Anderson, T. H., Wardrop, J. L., Hively, W., Muller, K. E., Anderson, R. I.,
Hastings, C. N., & Fredericksen, J. Development and Trial of a Model
for Developing Domain Referenced Tests of Reading Comprehension
(No. 86), May 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 157 036, 69p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Andre, M. E. D. A., & Anderson, T. H. The Development and Evaluation of a
Self-Questioning Study Technique (No. 87), June 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 157 037, 37p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Antos, S. J. Processing Facilitation in a Lexical Decision Task (No. 113),
January 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 165 129,
84p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Armbruster, B. B. Learning Principles from Prose: A Cognitive Approach
Based on Schema Theory (No. 11), July 1976. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 934, 48p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Armbruster, B. B., & Anderson, T. H. The Effect of Mapping on the Free
Recall of Expository Text (No. 160), February 1980. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 182 735, 49p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Armbruster, B. B., Stevens, R. J., & Rosenshine, B. Analyzing Content
Coverage and Emphasis: A Study of Three Curricula and Two Tests
(No. 26), March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 136 238, 22p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Arter, J. A., & Jenkins, J. R. Differential Diagnosis-Prescriptive
Teaching: A Critical Appraisal (No. 80), January 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 150 578, 104p., PC-$8.60, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R. Referential Communication (No. 90), June 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 159 597, 71p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R. Influence of Top Interest on Black Children and White
Children's Reading Comprehension (No. 99), July 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 159 661, 35p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R., Hymel, S., & Wigfield, A. Children's Comprehension of High-
and Low-Interest Material and a Comparison of Two Cloze Scoring Methods
(No. 17), November 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 939, 32p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R., & Wigfield, A. Influence of Comparison Training on
Children's Referential Communication (No. 139), August 1979. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 177 493, 4 2 p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Asher, S. R., & Wigfield, A. Training Referential Communication Skills
(No. 175), July 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 191 014, 54p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Baker, L. Processing Temporal Relationships in Simple Stories: Effects of
Input Sequence (No. 84), April 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 157 016, 54p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Baker, L. Comprehension Monitoring: Identifying and Coping with Text
Confusions (No. 145), September 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 177 525, 62p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Baker, L., & Anderson, R. I. Effects of Inconsistent Information on Text
Processing: Evidence for Comprehension Monitoring (No. 203) May 1981.
Baker, L., & Brown, A. L. Metacognitive Skills and Reading (No. 188),
November 1980.
Baker, L., & Stein, N. L. The Development of Prose Comprehension Skills
(No. 102), September 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 159 663, 69p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Barnitz, J. Interrelationship of Orthography and Phonological Structure in
Learning to Read (No. 57), August 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 150 546, 62p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Barnitz, J. G. Reading Comprehension of Pronoun-Referent Structures byj
Children in Grades Two, Four, and Six (No. 117), March 1979. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 731, 51p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Brewer, W. F. Memory for the Pragmatic Implications of Sentences (No. 65),
October 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 146 564,
27p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Brewer, W. F., & Lichtenstein, E. H. Event Schemas, Stor Schemas, and
Story Grammars (No. 197), December 1980.
Brown, A. L. Knowing When, Where, and How to Remember: A Problem of
Metacognition (No. 47), June 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 146 562, 152p., PC-$11.90, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L. Theories of Memory and the Problems of Development:
Activity, Growth, and Knowledge (No. 51), July 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 144 041, 59p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L. Learning and Development: The Problems of Compatibility,
Access, and Induction (No. 165), March 1980. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 184 093, 76p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., & Campione, J. C. Memory Strategies in Learning: Training
Children to Study Strategically (No. 22), March 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 136 234, 54p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., & Campione, J. C. Permissible Inferences from the Outcome of
Training Studies in Cognitive Development Research (No. 127), May 1979.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 736, 34p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., & Campione, J. C. Inducing Flexible Thinking: The Problem
of Access (No. 156), January 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 181 428, 44p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C., & Barclay, C. R. Training Self-Checking
Routines for Estimating Test Readiness: Generalization from List
Learning to Prose Recall (No. 94), July 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 158 226, 41p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., Campione, J. C., & Day, J. D. Learning to Learn: On
Training Students to Learn from Texts (No. 189), November 1980.
Brown, A. L., & DeLoache, J. S. Skills, Plans, and Self-Regulation
(No. 48), July 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 144 040, 66p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., & French, L. A. The Zone of Potential Development:
Implications for Intelligence Testing in the Year 2000 (No. 128), May
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 737, 46p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., & Smiley, S. S. The Development of Strategies for Studying
Prose Passages (No. 66), October 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 145 371, 59p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S., Day, J. D., Townsend, M. A. R., & Lawton, S. C.
Intrusion of a Thematic Idea in Children's Comprehension and Retention
of Stories (No. 18), December 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 136 189, 39p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S., & Lawton, S. C. The Effects of Experience on
the Selection of Suitable Retrieval Cues for Studying from Prose
Passages (No. 53), July 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 144 042, 30p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Bruce, B. C. Plans and Social Actions (No. 34), April 1977. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 149 328, 45p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Bruce, B. Analysis of Interacting Plans as a Guide to the Understanding of
Stor Structure (No. 130), June 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 174 951, 43p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Bruce, B. C., Collins, A., Rubin, A. D., & Gentner, D. A Cognitive Science
Approach to Writing (No. 89), June 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 157 039, 57p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Bruce, B. C., & Newman, D. Interacting Plans (No. 88), June 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 157 038, lOOp., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Campione, J. C., Nitsch, K., Bray, N., & Brown, A. L. Improving Memory
Skills in Mentally Retarded Children: Empirical Research and
Strategies for Intervention (No. 196), December 1980.
Canney, G., & Winograd, P. Schemata for Reading and Reading Comprehension
Performance (No. 120), April 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 169 520, 99p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Cohen, P. R., & Perrault, C. R. Elements of a Plan-Based Theory of Speech
Acts (No. 141), September 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 177 497, 76p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Collins, A., Brown, A. L., Morgan, J. L., & Brewer, W. F. The Analysis of
Reading Tasks and Texts (No. 43), April 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 145 404, 96p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Collins, A., Brown, J. S., & Larkin, K. M. Inference in Text Understanding
(No. 40), December 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 150 547, 4 8 p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Collins, A., & Smith, E. E. Teaching the Process of Reading Comprehension
(No. 182), September 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 193 616, 43p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Davison, A. Linguistics and the Measurement of Syntactic Complexity: The
Case of Raising (No. 173), May 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 186 848, 60p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Davison, A., Kantor, R. N., Hannah, J., Hermon, G., Lutz, R., Salzillo, R.
Limitations of Readability Formulas in Guiding Adaptations of Texts
(No. 162), March 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 184 090, 157p., PC-$11.90, MF-$.91)
Dunn, B. R., Mathews, S. R., II, & Bieger, G. Individual Differences in
the Recall of Lower-Level Textual Information (No. 150), December 1979.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 448, 37p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Durkin, D. What Classroom Observations Reveal about Reading Comprehension
Instruction (No. 106), October 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 162 259, 94p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Fleisher, L. S., & Jenkins, J. R. Effects of Contextualized and
Decontextualized Practice Conditions on Word Recognition (No. 54), July
1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 144 043, 37p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Fleisher, L. S., Jenkins, J. R., & Pany, D. Effects on Poor Readers"
Comprehension of Training in Rapid Decoding (No. 103), September 1978.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 159 664, 39p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Freebody, P. , & Anderson, R. C. Effects of Differing Proportions and
Locations of Difficult Vocabulary on Text Comprehension (No. 202), May
1981.
Gearhart, M., & Hall, W. S. Internal State Words: Cultural and
Situational Variation in Vocabulary Usage (No. 115), February 1979.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 165 131, 66p., PC-$5.30,
MF-$.91)
Gentner, D. On Relational Meaning: The Acquisition of Verb Meaning
(No. 78), December 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 149 325, 46p. , PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Gentner, D. Semantic Integration at the Level of Verb Meaning (No. 114),
February 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 165 130,
39p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Gentner, D. Verb Semantic Structures in Memory for Sentences: Evidence
for Componential Representation (No. 151), December 1979. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 424, 75p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Goetz, E. T. Sentences in Lists and in Connected Discourse (No. 3),
November 1975. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 927,
75p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Goetz, E. T. Inferences in the Comprehension of and Memory for Text
(No. 49), July 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 150 548, 97p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Goetz, E. T., Anderson, R. C., & Schallert, D. L. The Representation of
Sentences in Memory (No. 144), September 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 177 527, 71p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Goetz, E. T., & Osborn, J. Procedures for Sampling Texts and Tasks in
Kindergarten through Eighth Grade (No. 30), April 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 146 565, 80p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M. Discourse Functions of Inversion Construction (No. 98), July
1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 160 998, 4 2p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M. Organization, Goals, and Comprehensibility in Narratives:
Newswriting, a Case Study (No. 132), July 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 174 949, 66p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M. Linguistics and the Pragmatics of Language Use: What You
Know When You Know a Language . . . and What Else You Know (No. 179),
August 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 193 666, 73p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M., Kantor, R. N., Morgan, J. L., Stein, N. L., Hermon, G.,
Salzillo, R., & Sellner, M. B. Analysis of "Babar Loses His Crown"
(No. 169), April 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 185 514, 89p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M., Kantor, R. N., Morgan, J. L., Stein, N. L., Hermon, G.,
Salzillo, R., & Sellner, M. B. Analysis of "The Wonderful Desert"
(No. 170), April 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 185 515, 47p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M., Kantor, R. N., Morgan, J. L., Stein, N. L., Hermon, G.,
Salzillo, R., Sellner, M. B., Bruce, B. C., Gentner, D., &
Webber, B. L. Problems and Techniques of Text Analysis (No. 168),
April 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 185 513, 173p.,
PC-$11.90, MF-$.91)
Green, G. M., & Laff, M. 0. Five-Year-Olds' Recognition of Authorship b_
LiterarK Style (No. 181), September 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 193 615, 44p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Grueneich, R., & Trabasso, T. The Story as Social Environment: Children's
Comprehension and Evaluation of Intentions and Consequences (No. 142),
September 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 177 496,
56p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Halff, H. M. Graphical Evaluation of Hierarchical Clustering Schemes
(No. 1), October 1975. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 926, lip., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Hall, W. S., & Dore, J. Lexical Sharing in Mother-Child Interaction
(No. 161), March 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 184 066, 39p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Hall, W. S., & Guthrie, L. F. On the Dialect Question and Reading
(No. 121), May 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 169 522, 32p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Hall, W. S., & Guthrie, L. F. Cultural and Situational Variation in
Language Function and Use: Methods and Procedures for Research
(No. 148), October 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 179 944, 49p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Hall, W. S., Linn, R. L., & Nagy, W. E. Spoken Words (No. 177), August
1980.
Hall, W. S., & Nagy, W. E. Theoretical Issues in the Investigation of
Words of Internal Report (No. 146), October 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 177 526, 108p., PC-$8.60, MF-$.91)
Hall, W. S., & Tirre, W. C. The Communicative Environment of Young
Children: Social Class, Ethnic, and Situational Differences (No. 125),
May 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 788, 30p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Hansen, J., & Pearson, P. D. The Effects of Inference Training and
Practice on Young Children's Comprehension (No. 166), April 1980.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 186 839, 53p., PC-$5.30,
MF-$.91)
Hayes, D. A., & Tierney, R. J. Increasing Background Knowledge through
Analogy: Its Effects upon Comprehension and Learning (No. 186),
October 1980.
Hermon, G. On the Discourse Structure of Direct Quotation (No. 143),
September 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 177 495,
46p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Huggins, A. W. F. Syntactic Aspects of Reading Comprehension (No. 33),
April 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 142 972, 68p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Iran-Nejad, A. The Schema: A Structural or a Functional Pattern
(No. 159), February 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 181 449, 46p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Iran-Nejad, A., Ortony, A., & Rittenhouse, R. K. The Comprehension of
Metaphorical Uses of English by Deaf Children (No. 184), October 1980.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 193 618, 34p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Jenkins, J. R., & Larson, K. Evaluating Error Correction Procedures for
Oral Reading (No. 55), June 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 158 224, 34p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Jenkins, J. R., & Pany, D. Curriculum Biases in Reading Achievement Tests
(No. 16), November 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 938, 24p. , PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Jenkins, J. R., Pany, D., & Schreck, J. Vocabulary and Reading
Comprehension: Instructional Effects (No. 100), August 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 160 999, 50p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Kane, J. H., & Anderson, R. C. Dejpth of Processing and Interference
Effects in the Learning and Remembering of Sentences (No. 21), February
1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 942, 29p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Kleiman, G. M. The Effect of Previous Context on Reading Individual Words
(No. 20), February 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 941, 76p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Kleiman, G. M. The Prelinguistic Cognitive Basis of Children's
Communicative Intentions (No. 19), February 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 940, 51p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Kleiman, G. M. The Scope of Facilitation of Word Recognition from Single
Word and Sentence Frame Contexts (No. 133), July 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 174 947, 61p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Kleiman, G. M., Winograd, P. N., & Humphrey, M. M. Prosody and Children's
Parsing of Sentences (No. 123), May 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 170 733, 28p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Linn, R. L., Levine, M. V., Hastings, C. N., & Wardrop, J. L. An
Investigation of Item Bias in a Test of Reading Comprehension
(No. 163), March 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 184 091, 97p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Mason, J. M. Questioning the Notion of Independent Processing Stages in
Reading (No. 8), February 1976. (Journal of Educational Psychology,
1977, 69, 288-297.
Mason, J. M. Reading Readiness: A Definition and Skills Hierarchy from
Preschoolers' Developing Conceptions of Print (No. 59), September 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 145 403, 57p., PC-$5.30,
MF-$.91)
Mason, J. M. The Role of Strateg in Reading in the Mentally Retarded
(No. 58), September 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 145 406, 28p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Mason, J. M. Prereading: A Developmental Perspective (No. 198), February
1981.
Mason, J. M., & Kendall, J. R. Facilitating Reading Comprehension Through
Text Structure Manipulation (No. 92), June 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 157 041, 36p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Mason, J. M., Knisely, E., & Kendall, J. Effects of Polysemous Words on
Sentence Comprehension (No. 85), May 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 157 015, 34p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Mason, J., & McCormick, C. Testing the Development of Reading and
Linguistic Awareness (No. 126), May 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 170 735, 50p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Mason, J., Osborn, J., & Rosenshine, B. A Consideration of Skill Hierarchy
Approaches to the Teaching of Reading (No. 42), December 1977. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 150 549, 176p., PC-$13.55,
MF-$.91)
McClure, E. Aspects of Code-Switching in the Discourse of Bilingual
Mexican-American Children (No. 44), April 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 142 975, 38p. , PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
McClure, E., Mason, J., & Barnitz, J. Story Structure and Age Effects on
Children's Ability to Sequence Stories (No. 122), May 1979. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 732, 7 5p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
McClure, E., & Steffensen, M. S. A Study of the Use of Conjunctions across
Grades and Ethnic Groups (No. 158), January 1980. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 182 688, 43p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
McConkie, G. W. Evaluating and Reporting Data Quality in E Movement
Research (No. 193), December 1980.
McConkie, G. W., Hogaboam, T. W., Wolverton, G. S., Zola, D., & Lucas, P. A.
Toward the Use of Eye Movements in the Study of Language Processing
(No. 134), August 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 174 968, 48p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
McConkie, G. W., & Zola, D. Language Constraints and the Functional
Stimulus in Reading (No. 194), December 1980.
Morgan, J. L. Two Types of Convention in Indirect Speech Acts (No. 52),
July 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 145 405, 40p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Nash-Webber, B. Anaphora: A Cross-Disciplinary Survey (No. 31), April
1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 144 039, 43p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Nash-Webber, B. L. Inferences in an Approach to Discourse Anaphora
(No. 77), January 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 150 552, 30p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Nash-Webber, B., & Reiter, R. Anaphora and Logical Form: On Formal
Meaning Representation for Natural Language (No. 36), April 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 142 973, 42p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Nezworski, T., Stein, N. L., & Trabasso, T. Story Structure Versus Content
Effects on Children's Recall and Evaluative Inferences (No. 129), June
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 172 187, 49p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Nicholson, T., Pearson, P. D., & Dykstra, R. Effects of Embedded Anomalies
and Oral Reading Errors on Children's Understanding of Stories
(No. 118), March 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 169 524, 43p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A. Names, Descriptions, and Pragmatics (No. 7), February 1976.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 931, 25p., PC-$2.00,
MF-$.91)
Ortony, A. Remembering and Understanding Jabberwocky and Small-Talk
(No. 28), March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 137 753, 36p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A. Beyond Literal Similarity (No. 105), October 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 166 635, 58p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A. Some Psycholinguistic Aspects of Metaphor (No. 112), January
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 165 115, 38p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A. Understanding Metaphors (No. 154), January 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 181 426, 52p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A., Reynolds, R. E., & Arter, J. A. Metaphor: Theoretical and
Empirical Research (No. 27), March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 137 752, 63p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Ortony, A., Schallert, D. L. , Reynolds, R. E., & Antos, S. J. Interpreting
Metaphors and Idioms: Some Effects of Context on Comprehension
No793), 7 July 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 157 042, 41p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Pany, D., & Jenkins, J. R. Learning Word Meanings: A ComParison of
Instructional Procedures and Effects on Measures of Reading
Comprehension with Learning Disabled Students (No. 25), March 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 237, 34p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Pearson, P. D., Hansen, J., & Gordon, C. The Effect of Background
Knowledge on Young Children's Comprehension of Explicit and Implicit
Information (No. 116), March 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 169 521, 26p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Pearson, P. D., Raphael, T., TePaske, N., & Hyser, C. The Function of
Metaphor in Children's Recall of Expository Passages (No. 131), July
1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 174 950, 41p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Pichert, J. W. Sensitivity to What is Important in Prose (No. 149),
November 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 179 946,
64p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Pichert, J. W., & Anderson, R. C. Taking Different Perspectives on a Story
(No. 14), November 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 936, 30p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Raphael, T. E., Myers, A. C., Freebody, P., Tirre, W. C., & Fritz, M.
Contrasting the Effects of Some Text Variables on Comprehension and
Ratings of Comprehensibility (No. 190), December 1980.
Reder, L. M. Comprehension and Retention of Prose: A Literature Review
(No. 108), November 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 165 114, 116p., PC-$8.60, MF-$.91)
Reichman, R. Conversational Coherency (No. 95), July 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 159 658, 86p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Reynolds, R. E., & Anderson, R. C. Influence of Questions on the
Allocation of Attention during Reading (No. 183), October 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 193 617, 44p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Reynolds, R. E., & Ortony, A. Some Issues in the Measurement of Children's
Comprehension of Metaphorical Language (No. 172), May 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 185 542, 42p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Reynolds, R. E., Standiford, S. N., & Anderson, R. C. Distribution of
Reading Time When Questions are Asked about a Restricted Category of
Text Information (No. 83), April 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 153 206, 34p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Reynolds, R. E., Taylor, M. A., Steffensen, M. S., Shirey, L. L., &
Anderson, R. C. Cultural Schemata and Reading Comprehension
(No. 201), April 1981.
Royer, J. M. Theories of Learning Transfer (No. 79), January 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 149 326, 55p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Royer, J. M., & Cunningham, D. J. On the Theory and Measurement of Reading
Comprehension (No. 91), June 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 157 040, 63p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Royer, J. M., Hastings, C. N., & Hook, C. A Sentence Verification
Technique for Measuring Reading Comprehension (No. 137), August 1979.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 176 234, 34p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Rubin, A. D. A Theoretical Taxonomy of the Differences between Oral and
Written Language (No. 35), January 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 150 550, 61p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Rubin, A. D., Bruce, B. C., & Brown, J. S. A Process-Oriented Language for
Describing Aspects of Reading Comprehension (No. 13), November 1976.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 188, 41p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Schallert, D. L. Improving Memory for Prose: The Relationship between
Depth of Processing and Context (No. 5), November 1975. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 929, 37p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Schallert, D. L., Kleiman, G. M., & Rubin, A. D. Analyses of Differences
between Written and Oral Language (No. 29), April 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 144 038, 33p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Schwartz, R. M. Strategic Processes in Beginning Reading (No. 15),
November 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 937,
19p., PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Schwartz, R. M. Relation of Context Utilization and Orthographic
Automaticity in Word Identification (No. 45), May 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 137 762, 27p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Schwartz, R. M. Levels of Processing: The Strategic Demands of Reading
Comprehension (No. 135), August 1979. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 177 471, 45p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Seidenberg, M. S., Tanenhaus, M. K., & Leiman, J. M. The Time Course of
Lexical Ambiguity Resolution in Context (No. 164), March 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 184 092, 58p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Shoben, E. J. Choosing a Model of Sentence Picture Comparisons: A Reply
to Catlin and Jones (No. 81), February 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 150 577, 30p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Shoben, E. J., Rips, L. J., & Smith, E. E. Issues in Semantic Memory: A
Response to Glass and Holyoak (No. 101), August 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 159 662, 85p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Siegel, M. A. Teacher Behaviors and Curriculum Packages: Implications for
Research and Teacher Education (No. 9), April 1976. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 932, 42p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Smiley, S. S., Oakley, D. D., Worthen, D., Campione, J. C., & Brown, A. L.
Recall of Thematically Relevant Material by Adolescent Good and Poor
Readers as a Function of Written Versus Oral Presentation (No. 23),
March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 235, 23p.,
PC-$2.00, MF-$.91)
Smith, E. E. Organization of Factual Knowledge (No. 185), October 1980.
Spiro, R. J. Inferential Reconstruction in Memory for Connected Discourse
(No. 2), October 1975. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 136 187, 81p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Spiro, R. J. Etiology of Reading Comprehension Style (No. 124), May 1979.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 170 734, 21p., PC-$2.00,
MF-$.91)
Spiro, R. J. Prior Knowledge and Story Processing: Integration,
Selection, and Variation (No. 138), August 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 176 235, 41p., PC-3.32, MF-$.91)
Spiro, R. J. Schema Theory and Reading Comprehension: New Directions
(No. 191), December 1980.
Spiro, R. J., & Esposito, J. J. Superficial Processing of Explicit
Inferences in Text (No. 60), December 1977. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 150 545, 27p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Spiro, R. J., & Taylor, B. M. On Investigating Children's Transition from
Narrative to Expository Discourse: The Multidimensional Nature of
Psychological Text Classification (No. 195), December 1980.
Spiro, R. J., & Tirre, W. C. Individual Differences in Schema Utilization
During Discourse Processing (No. 111), January 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 166 651, 29p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Steffensen, M. S. Bereiter and Engelmann Reconsidered: The Evidence from
Children Acquiring Black English Vernacular (No. 82), March 1978.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 153 204, 31p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Steffensen, M. S., & Guthrie, L. F. Effect of Situation on the
Verbalization of Black Inner-City Children (No. 180), September 1980.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 193 614, 37p., PC-$3.65,
MF-$.91)
Steffensen, M. S., Jogdeo, C., & Anderson, R. C. A Cross-Cultural
Perspective on Reading Comprehension (No. 97), July 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 159 660, 41p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Steffensen, M. S., Reynolds, R. E., McClure, E., & Guthrie, L. F. Black
English Vernacular and Reading Comprehension: A Cloze Study of Third,
Sixth, and Ninth Graders (No. 199), February 1981.
Stein, N. L. How Children Understand Stories: A Developmental Analysis
(No. 69), March 1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 153 205, 68p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Stein, N. L., & Goldman, S. Children's Knowledge about Social Situations:
From Causes to Consequences (No. 147), October 1979. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 177 524, 54p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Stein, N. L., & Nezworski, T. The Effects of Organization and
Instructional Set on Story Memory (No. 68), January 1978. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 149 327, 41p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Stein, N. L., & Trabasso, T. What's in a Story: An Approach to
Comprehension and Instruction (No. 200), April 1981.
Straker, D. Y. Situational Variables in Language Use (No. 167), April
1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 185 619, 49p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Tanenhaus, M. K., Flanigan, H., & Seidenberg, M. S. Orthographic and
Phonological Activation in Auditory and Visual Word Recognition
(No. 178), August 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 193 620, 46p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Tanenhaus, M. K., & Seidenberg, M. S. Discourse Context and Sentence
Perception (No. 176), July 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 191 015, 45p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Thieman, T. J., & Brown, A. L. The Effects of Semantic and Formal
Similarity on Recognition Memory for Sentences in Children (No. 76),
November 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 150 551,
26p. , PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Tierney, R. J., & Cunningham, J. W. Research on Teaching Reading
Comprehension (No. 187), November 1980.
Tierney, R. J., & Mosenthal, J. Discourse Comprehension and Production:
Analyzing Text Structure and Cohesion (No. 152), January 1980. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 179 945, 84p., PC-$6.95, MF-$.91)
Tirre, W. C., Freebody, P., & Kaufman, K. Achievement Outcomes of Two
Reading Programs: An Instance of Aptitude-Treatment Interaction
(No. 174), June 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 193 619, 34p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Tirre, W. C., Manelis, L., & Leicht, K. L. The Effects of Imaginal and
Verbal Strategies on Prose Comprehension in Adults (No. 110), December
1978. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 165 116, 27p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Trabasso, T. On the Making of Inferences During Reading and Their
Assessment (No. 157), January 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 181 429, 38p., PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Wardrop, J. L., Anderson, T. H., Hively, W., Anderson, R. I.,
Hastings, C. N., & Muller, K. E. A Framework for Analyzing Reading
Test Characteristics (No. 109), December 1978. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 165 117, 65p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Wigfield, A., & Asher, S. R. Age Differences in Children's Referential
Communication Performance: An Investigation of Task Effects (No. 96),
July. 1978. ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 159 659, 31p.,
PC-$3.65, MF-$.91)
Winograd, P., & Johnston, P. Comprehension Monitoring and the Error
Detection Paradigm (No. 153), January 1980. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 181 425, 57p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Woods, W. A. Multiple Theoy Formation in High-Level Perception (No. 38),
April 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 144 020, 58p.,
PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)
Zehler, A. M., & Brewer, W. F. Acquisition of the Article System in
English (No. 171), May 1980. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 186 907, 51p., PC-$5.30, MF-$.91)



